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Abstract 
 This dissertation was written as part of the MSc in Arts Law and Arts 
Management at the International Hellenic University.  
 On 04.12.2015, the Ecumenical Patriarch Bartholomew claimed from 
Princeton University “the return of those [catalogued as Garrett MS. 5, Garrett MS. 6, 
Garrett MS. 14, Garrett MS. 16, and Princeton MS. 8 (the "Kosinitza Manuscripts").], 
which had been stolen from Eikosiphoinissa Monastery in 1917 by the Bulgarians. 
Princeton University never answered this request and the Patriarch sued the University 
on 13.12.2018 asking for the restitution of the manuscripts listed as Garrett MS. 14, 
Garrett MS. 16, Garrett MS. 16A, and Princeton MS. 81. On 22.02.2019, Princeton 
University answered the plaintiff’s complaint. 
 The above-mentioned manuscripts are described in length in the Princeton 
University Library publication Greek Manuscripts at Princeton, Sixth To Nineteenth 
Century: A Descriptive Catalogue (Princeton University Press 2010), in the Preface of 
which the origin of the manuscripts is clearly mentioned. 
 It is a case of great interest as both parties need to prove the origin of the 
manuscripts, the legality of ownership and fight over the legal matters, which emerge 
such as statutes of limitations, doctrine of laches, legal possession and Superior claim 
to title of the manuscript.  
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Preface 
 This dissertation was written for the MSc in Arts Law and Arts Management 
at the International Hellenic University.  
 I chose a case of repatriation of cultural objects, which is currently in court, 
which makes the subject more challenging, as there is no final court decision. On 
04.12.2015, the Ecumenical Patriarch Bartholomew claimed from Princeton University 
the return of the manuscripts catalogued as Garrett MS. 5, Garrett MS. 6, Garrett MS. 
14, Garrett MS. 16, and Princeton MS. 8 originated from Eikosiphoinissa Monastery in 
Northern Greece, which were illegally removed during the Balkan War. The claimants 
were informed for the existence of the manuscripts in the Library of Princeton 
University in 2010, when the detailed catalogue Greek Manuscripts at Princeton, Sixth 
To Nineteenth Century: A Descriptive Catalogue (Princeton University Press 2010) was 
published.  
 Initially, the Patriarch tried to negotiate the return of the cultural objects, but 
Princeton University never answered his request. Therefore, litigation appeared as the 
only solution and the Patriarch sued the University on 13.12.2018 asking for the 
restitution of the manuscripts.   
 It is a case of great interest as both parties need to prove the origin of the 
manuscripts, the legality of ownership and fight over the legal matters, which emerge, 
such as statutes of limitations, doctrine of laches, legal possession and superior claim 
to title of the manuscripts.  
 The Patriarch shall prove that he could not have been aware of the existence 
of the manuscripts before the publication of the catalogue, while the trustees of 
Princeton University shall prove that the manuscripts were not in the Monastery 
during the invasion of the Bulgarian troops and that they have legally obtained them.  
 It is a topic of great interest, as Byzantine cultural objects were illegally 
removed from Northern Greek monastery during the Balkan war and both the 
International Treaty of  Neuilly and the Convention (II) with Respect to the Laws and 
Customs of War on Land of 1899 have been violated, as the cultural material never 
returned to the country of their origin. On the contrary, they have been sold and they 
are currently housed in the Library of Princeton University. 
  
 This means that in my thesis, I will try to answer some basic questions about 
who has the ownership of the removed cultural objects, if the possibility of the return 
of the removed cultural objects scientifically exists and under which circumstances and 
if the time limitation has actually expired. 
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Introduction 
 It is widely known that the library of Princeton University houses manuscript 
collections of great historical, archaeological and religious importance. Among these 
collections, one can find four Greek manuscripts, which were illegally removed from 
the Monastery of Eikosiphoinissa in the Balkan War. 
 In 2010, Princeton University Press published a catalogue titled: “Greek 
Manuscripts at Princeton, Sixth to Nineteenth Century: A Descriptive Catalogue”, which 
gave the Monastery all the necessary information related to the existence and 
provenance of those manuscripts, as it mentions that there are clear evidence about 
where the manuscripts were before 1917, when the looting occurred. 
 In 1921, Princeton University obtained the manuscript Princeton MS. 81 by 
purchasing it from Joseph Baer & Co, while in 1942 the university alumni Robert 
Garrett donated the manuscripts listed as Garrett MS. 14, Garrett MS. 16, and Garrett 
16A to Princeton University after also purchasing them from Joseph Baer & Co. 
 As the University never answered the Patriarch’s letter of claim, he and the 
monastery filed suit against the University claiming the restitution of the manuscripts. 
The main argument of the Plaintiffs is that Princeton University never acquired good 
title of the manuscripts as they were stolen. On the other hand the University supports 
that the Plaintiffs’ evidence that the manuscripts were stolen is poor and the 
defendants have obtained the manuscripts legally, so there is no doubt that they have 
acquired good title to them. In addition, they argue that time limitation has expired. 
 I support that the defendants never obtained good title to the cultural objects 
mentioned above. They bought the manuscripts a few years after the war, which 
means that they were aware of the historical facts and they should be more careful, 
before they decide to purchase the manuscripts. Stolen goods can never acquire bona 
fide. The basic common-law principle is that an individual cannot pass better title than 
the one he has and a buyer can acquire no better title than that of the seller. Because 
a thief does not have a title in stolen goods, a person who purchases from the thief 
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does not acquire good title1. As far as the time limitation, it can start from the 
publication of the catalogue in 2010, when the existence of the manuscripts became 
public. 
 
  
 
 
                                               
1 https://law.jrank.org/pages/9501/Property-Law-Personal-Property.html.  
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Historical Facts 
 Before I start working with the case, I believe that it would be significant to 
expose the historical facts of the illegal removal of cultural objects from monasteries in 
Northern Greece, among which there were the four manuscripts currently housed in 
Princeton’s Department of Rare Books and Special Collections. 
 
The removal of the objects 
 In August 1916 troops of the Bulgarian army invaded North Greece.  During 
this invasion, many cultural objects of great archaeological, religious and national 
significance were removed from the Monastery of Eikosiphoinissa in Drama, the 
Monastery of Timios Prodromos in Serres2, the Monastery of Panagia Archaggeliotissa 
in Xanthi, while other priceless cultural treasures were illegally removed from the 
metropolis of Sidirokastro. 
 More specifically: 
         From the Monastery of Eikosiphoinissa in Drama were removed: 
 907 liturgical objects and objects of worship, 
 430 handwritten codices, 
 and 467 incunabula3  
         From the Monastery of Timios Prodromos in Serres were removed: 
 100 parchments, 
 over 200 manuscripts, 
 1500 codices, such as the Monastic Code, the Monastic Foundation Charter 
and ten nοmocanons4. 
 This cultural and ecclesiastical treasure is currently located in Sofia, in the 
Center for Slavo-Byzantine Studies and titled ‘Prof. Ivan Dujčev’ and the National 
                                               
2 Kountiadis 1933; Stratis 1926. 
3 EP Parliamentary Question 2017A. 
4 EP Parliamentary Question 2017B. 
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History Museum of Bulgaria5, the Library of Princeton University, and unknown private 
collections of manuscripts, as there are manuscripts sold by Christie's auction house6. 
 In order to claim the removed cultural objects, the Greek government did all 
the appropriate actions; a catalogue of the cultural objects was drafted in March 1919 
by Anastasios Ioannides, in order to be submitted to the International Committee of 
Research for the crimes committed during the 1st World War7, as requested by the 
article 125 of the Treaty of Neuilly8, so that Bulgaria returns the removed cultural 
objects. 
 In 1923, the Treaty of Neuilly-sur-Seine (the "Treaty") required Bulgaria to 
cede to Greece its lands in Thrace, and obligated Bulgaria to return to Greece - as well 
as to Serbia, Croatia, Slovenia and Romania - all of the items plundered from these 
countries. From the illegally removed cultural objects only 259 manuscripts and a 
number of prints and other relics returned, while many of the treasures were sold to 
libraries and collections in Western Europe and the United States. 
 Since then, the Greek government, the Ecumenical Patriarchate, the 
Metropolis of Sidirokastro, the Hellenic American Leadership Council, and the local 
authorities have posed petition for the return of the removed cultural objects 
according to the Treaty of Neuilly, with which the Bulgarian government did not 
comply.  
 The Bulgarians refuse the return of the cultural objects presenting the 
following arguments: 
1. The cultural objects were taken to be saved from the war9, 
2. The Greek government has no legal arguments to claim the cultural objects 
3. The Greek government claims the above objects from time to time and not 
permanently. 
                                               
5 EP Parliamentary Question 2017A; EP Parliamentary Question 2017B.; see also Katsaros 1995. 
6 Melissakis, 1994-1998: 263. 
7 The minutes of the International Committee of Research for the crime have been published by Roudometof 2008. 
8 Treaty of Neuilly, article 126 “Bulgaria undertakes to seek for and forthwith to return to Greece, Roumania, and 
the Serb-Croat-Slovene State respectively any records or archives or any articles of archaeological, historic or artistic 
interest which have been taken away from the territories of those countries…”. 
https://www.mfa.gr/images/docs/diethneis_symvaseis/1919_neuilly_treaty.doc . 
9 Saving cultural items from destruction during war times is an argument used almost always: see British Library 
(Brodie, 2005: 6) and Schoyen Collection (https://www.schoyencollection.com/23-religions/living-religions/23-15-
buddhism/item/849-introduction-buddhism-collection). 
  -7- 
Only, on November 15 2016, the Lutheran School of Theology at Chicago (LSTC) 
returned a rare 9th century Greek manuscript of the complete New Testament to the 
Greek Orthodox Church10. 
 
Facts of acquisition according to the Plaintiffs 
 However, how did Princeton University acquire the manuscripts? In the 
documentation submitted to court all the information is included. 
 The Monastery is located approximately 35 miles from the Bulgarian border, 
in the Pangaio Mountains, between the villages of Kormista and Nikisiani, Prefecture of 
Serres, near Drama in northern Greece11. It is a historical and archaeological 
monument of great significance in northern Greece, founded in the 5th century A.D. As 
it mentioned in Princeton Complain, “by the beginning of the twentieth century, the 
Monastery had amassed a remarkable collection of books, relics, and valuable 
Byzantine manuscripts, including the Manuscripts”12. 
 To come in the historical period of our interest, in 1917 the Bulgarians 
“stormed the Monastery, assaulted the resident monks, and stole, among other things, 
the most valuable manuscripts of its library, including the Manuscripts”13. The theft 
was reported immediately in the Mayor’s letter on 31st March 191714. 
 On the other hand, Princeton University was completely aware of the origin 
of the manuscripts. This is proven by the fact that in the Preface of the “Greek 
Manuscripts at Princeton, Sixth To Nineteenth Century: A Descriptive Catalogue” 
Princeton publication, the …. Mentions that: “(a]ll of the [Eikosiphoinissa] 
                                               
10 As it is referred to the official site of the Lutheran School of Theology, the codex 1424 had been taken from the 
library of the Kosinitza Monastery, when it was ransacked, among other manuscripts and the Institute voluntarily 
returned it; see Lutheran School of Theology at Chicago 2016. 
11 His all Holiness, Bartholomew v. Princeton University, claim filed on 12.12.2018 at the United States District 
Court of New Jersey [or USDC New Jersey]: 04. 
12 His all Holiness, Bartholomew v. Princeton University, claim filed on 12.12.2018 at the United States District 
Court of New Jersey [or USDC New Jersey]: 04. 
13 His all Holiness, Bartholomew v. Princeton University, claim filed on 12.12.2018 at the United States District 
Court of New Jersey [or USDC New Jersey]: 07.  
14 Rapports et Enquetes de la Commission Interalliee Sur Les Violations Du Droit Des Gens Commises En Macedoine 
Orinetale, http://digital.lib.auth.gr/record/125935/files/1.pdf. 
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[M]onastery's manuscripts were removed from its library and taken to Sofia by the 
Bulgarian authorities in March 1917 ....”15. 
To be more specific: 
“With respect to Garrett MS. 14, Princeton has stated that: Garrett MS. 14 has been 
identified as Kosinitza library MS. 32, which was seen and described there by 
Papadopoulos-Kerameus ... in 1885. In 1917 it was removed from the monastery, along 
with other important manuscripts, by the Bulgarian authorities and transferred to Sofia 
.... In 1920-21 it was listed in the catalogue of the German antiquarian bookseller 
Joseph Baer, Frankfurt am Main, from whom it was acquired by the New York 
antiquarian bookseller Wilfred M. Voynich, for Robert Garrett on 3 January 1924 .... 
Gift of Robert Garrett ... to the Princeton University Library in 1942. Ex. A at A 14-15. 
With respect to Garrett MS. 16, Princeton has stated that: The manuscript was 
described there, as no. 112, in 1885 by Papadopoulos-Kerameus .... In 1917 it was 
removed from the monastery by the Bulgarian authorities and presumably taken to 
Sofia ... In 1920-21 it was in the catalogues of the German antiquarian bookseller 
Joseph Baer, Frankfurt am Main, from whom it was acquired by the antiquarian 
bookseller Wilfred Voynich (New York) for Robert Garrett on 3 January 1924 .... Gift of 
Robert Garrett ... to the Princeton University Library in 1942. 
Princeton's statements regarding the 1917 removal of Garrett MS. 14 and Garrett MS. 
16 extend to Garrett MS. 16A which was likely once a part of Garrett MS. 14 and at 
some point in time may have been rebound to Garrett MS. 16. 32.  
With respect to Princeton MS. 81, Princeton states in the Princeton Catalog that it 
remained at the Monastery from the time it was written in the sixteenth century until 
191 7, the year of the theft”. 
According to the Complaint the manuscripts were housed in the Library of the 
Monastery until 1917.  More specifically the manuscripts listed as Garrett MS. 14, 
Garrett MS. 16, and Garrett 16A had been described in the Kerameus Catalog while the 
Princeton Catalog refers that the MS. 81 "was written at the Kosinitza monastery 
                                               
15 His all Holiness, Bartholomew v. Princeton University, claim filed on 12.12.2018 at the United States District 
Court of New Jersey [or USDC New Jersey]: 08. 
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(Eikosiphoinisses monastery in Kormitsa, Prefecture of Serres, near Drama) and 
remained there until 1917.... "16. 
 
Facts of acquisition according to the Defendants 
 The plaintiffs in the Complaint support that after the illegal removal of the 
manuscripts from the Monastery of Eikosiphoinissa by the Bulgarians, the byzantine 
manuscripts were spread among “dealers, book sellers and auction houses” in central 
Europe17. In 1921, only four years after the invasion - as the Complaint mentions - the 
bookseller Baer sold the manuscript listed as Princeton MS. 81 to Princeton University 
Library, while the other three manuscripts were donated to Princeton University by 
the manuscript collector and Princeton University alumni Robert Garrett. 
 Princeton University admits that acquired the manuscripts in 1921 and 194218, 
but the defendants support that the acquisition was lawful. In 1921, the University 
indeed purchased Princeton MS. 81 at Joseph Baer & Co, and in 1942, the university 
alumni Robert Garrett19indeed donated Garrett MS. 14, Garrett MS. 16, and Garrett 
16A to Princeton University20. They enhance on the fact that “Princeton is without 
sufficient knowledge or information necessary to form a belief as to the truth of the 
allegations contained in paragraph 2121 of the Complaint, and on that basis denies 
each and every allegation”22.  
 
                                               
16  His all Holiness, Bartholomew  v. Princeton University, claim filed on 12.12.2018 at the United States District 
Court of New Jersey [or USDC New Jersey]: 07. 
17  His all Holiness, Bartholomew v. Princeton University, claim filed on 12.12.2018 at the United States District 
Court of New Jersey [or USDC New Jersey]: 02. 
18  His all Holiness, Bartholomew v. Princeton University, claim filed on 22.02.2019 at the United States District 
Court of New Jersey [or USDC New Jersey]: 95.  
19https://etcweb.princeton.edu/CampusWWW/Companion/garrett_robert.html  
20His all Holiness, Bartholomew v. Princeton University, claim filed on 22.02.2019 at the United States District Court 
of New Jersey [or USDC New Jersey]: 95.   
21“In the Kerameus Catalog, published in 1887, Papadopoulos-Kerameus listed Manuscript No. 32 (now Garrett MS. 
14) and Manuscript No. 112 (now Garrett MS. 16), as being part of the Monastery's library”, His all Holiness, 
Bartholomew v. Princeton University, claim filed on 12.12.2018 at the United States District Court of New Jersey [or 
USDC New Jersey]: 06.  
22His all Holiness, Bartholomew v. Princeton University, claim filed on 22.02.2019 at the United States District Court 
of New Jersey [or USDC New Jersey]: 102. 
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Taken action 
 On 04.12.2015, Achimandrite Bartholomew Samaras acting on behalf of 
Ecumenical Patriarch Bartholomew, with a letter under the topic “Manuscripts 
Formerly in the Library of the Monastery of the Theotokos Eikosiphoinissa”,  claimed 
the return of five manuscripts listed as Garrett MS. 5, Garrett MS. 6, Garrett MS. 14, 
Garrett MS. 16, and Princeton MS. 8 (the "Kosinitza Manuscripts", housed in  Princeton 
University Library's Department of Rare Books and Special Collections.  
 He thoroughly explained the historical facts of the invasion and the theft of 
the manuscripts. Furthermore, he referred that the Bulgarians were bounded to return 
the stolen cultural objects according to the Treaty of Neuilly-sur-Seine, which ended 
the 2nd Balkan War. Although Bulgari returned 259 manuscripts, there has been a 
much greater amount of cultural material, spread among dealers and auction house in 
Europe.  
 The above mentioned manuscripts were among the ones spread in Europe 
and now the Patriarch through this Letter asked to “to jointly remedy a wrong 
committed nearly a century ago”23. 
 Princeton University never answered and on 13.12.2018 Bartholomew I, The 
Archbishop of Constantinople, New Rome, and Ecumenical Patriarch, the Holy 
Metropolis of Drama and the Theotokos Eikosiphoinissa Monastery filed a suit against 
Princeton University asking the return of the following manuscripts: Princeton MS. 81, 
Garrett MS. 14, Garrett MS. 16, and Garrett 16A, as their restitution is a  “matter of 
great importance”24.   
 Initially Princeton University focuses on two issues. The first one is related to 
who the defendant is. They mention that the defendant is “The Trustees of Princeton 
University, a nonprofit educational corporation of the State of New Jersey” and not 
Princeton University itself as it is “incorrectly referenced in the Complaint”25. 
                                               
23His all Holiness, Bartholomew v. Princeton University, claim filed on 12.12.2018 at the United States District Court 
of New Jersey [or USDC New Jersey]: 61. 
24His all Holiness, Bartholomew v. Princeton University, claim filed on 12.12.2018 at the United States District Court 
of New Jersey [or USDC New Jersey]:60-62; (Letter of request, Manuscripts Formerly in the Library of the Monastery 
of the Theotokos Eikosiphoinissa, 04.12.2015). 
25His all Holiness, Bartholomew v. Princeton University, claim filed on 22.02.2019 at the United States District Court 
of New Jersey [or USDC New Jersey]: 95. 
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 The second one is related to the fact that the required manuscripts referred 
in the Letter and in the Complaint are not exactly the same. In the Letter of 
04.12.2015, Arcchimandrite Samaras claimed the ownership of the above mentioned 
manuscripts as well as two others listed as Garrett MS.5 and Garrett MS.626, which 
were supposed to have been stolen in 1917 by the Bulgarians. But the claim for 
“Garrett MS. 5 and Garrett MS. 6 .. turned out to be without merit because available 
evidence demonstrated that while the Monastery once had possession of those 
manuscripts, they were gifted to St. Andrew of the Russians in 1877—long before 1917. 
St. Andrew of the Russians later sold Garrett MS. 5 and Garrett MS. 6 to a private 
collector, who then sold them to Robert Garrett, who then donated them to 
Princeton”27. Based on this, the Defendants support that “the imprecision of and the 
lack of evidence supporting the Patriarch’s ownership claims as to all of the 
manuscripts”28 and that the knowledge is incomplete and the allegations do not have 
sufficient historical and legal basis. 
 More specifically, the defendants claim that the presence of the manuscripts 
in the Monastery in 1885, when the Kerameus Catalog was published, does not mean 
that the cultural objects in demand were housed in the Monastery until 191729.  
 In conclusion, it is important for the Plaintiffs to prove that the above-
mentioned manuscripts were among the stolen cultural material and the defendants 
never obtained good title of them. 
  
                                               
26 Checklist of Western Medieval, Byzantine, and Renaissance Manuscripts in the Princeton University Library and 
the Scheide Library: 7.https://library.princeton.edu/special-
collections/sites/default/files/Medieval%20Renaissance%20Byzantine%20Checklist%20Dec%202016.docx.pdf. 
27His all Holiness, Bartholomew  v. Princeton University, claim filed on 22.02.2019 at the United States District 
Court of New Jersey [or USDC New Jersey]: 102. 
28His all Holiness, Bartholomew v. Princeton University, claim filed on 22.02.2019 at the United States District Court 
of New Jersey [or USDC New Jersey]: 97.  
29His all Holiness, Bartholomew v. Princeton University, claim filed on 22.02.2019 at the United States District Court 
of New Jersey [or USDC New Jersey]: 102. 
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Conventions 
 There is a variety of legal instruments which deal with the restitution of looted 
cultural objects in National and International legislation. As far the International 
legislation, ideally it creates those standards, which could prohibit looting and allow 
repatriation. The question is how they are used and under which circumstances. 
International Conventions 
Historically speaking, war  and looting have been closely connected since the ancient 
times.  
In 1863, the protection of cultural property in case of war appeared in the Francis 
Lieber Instructions for the Government of Armies of the United States in the Field 
(theso-called Lieber Code)30, while the Brussels Declaration (1874)31 and the Oxford 
Manual (1880)32 dealt with the same issue33.  Those documents were the sources of 
the Hague Convention (1907). 
More specifically in 1907, the Article 56 of the Hague Regulations34, according which 
“The property of municipalities, that of institutions dedicated to religion, charity and 
education, the arts and sciences, even when State property, shall be treated as private 
property. All seizure of, destruction or wilful damage done to institutions of this 
character, historic monuments, works of art and science, is forbidden, and should be 
made the subject of legal proceedings” clearly stated the issue of the destruction of 
cultural property. Additionally, apart from the above article, the Hague Convention 
1907 introduces a variety of Regulations, which, directly or indirectly, deal with the 
protection of cultural property. Regulation 2735 determines that “ In sieges and 
bombardments all necessary steps must be taken to spare, as far as possible, buildings 
                                               
30Instructions for the Government of Armies of the United States in the Field (Lieber Code), 
http://www.icrc.org/ihl.nsf/FULL/110?OpenDocument. 
31Brussels Declaration, Brussels, adopted August 27, 1874, http://www.icrc.org/ihl.nsf/WebART/. 
32The Laws of War on Land, adopted September 9, 1880, http://www.icrc.org/ihl.nsf/FULL/140. 
33Auwera 2013: 176 – 177. 
34Regulations Respecting the Laws and Customs of War on Land annexed to Hague Convention (IV) Respecting the 
Laws and Customs of War on Land of 1907. 
35 Regulations Respecting the Laws and Customs of War on Land annexed to Hague Convention (IV) Respecting the 
Laws and Customs of War on Land of 1907. 
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dedicated to religion, art, science, or charitable purposes, historic monuments, 
hospitals, and places where the sick and wounded are collected, provided they are not 
being used at the time for military purposes”. In this article there are two 
preconditions for the safety of the art material; the first one is the safety to be possible 
and the second one is the buildings housing art material not to be used for military 
purposes. The opposite action can cause legal proceedings according to the Regulation 
56.  
But what is really interesting for our case is the article 46, which mentions that 
“The authority of the legitimate power having in fact passed into the hands of the 
occupant, the latter shall take all the measures in his power to restore, and ensure, as 
far as possible, public order and safety, while respecting, unless absolutely prevented, 
the laws in force in the country”36.  This means that the Occupying Power must forbid 
looting of cultural material according to domestic law37, which Greece voted in 183438. 
Moreover, O’ Keefe pinpoints that: “…the second limb of article 43 requires the 
Occupying Power to leave in place and abide by local cultural property laws itself”39. 
Unfortunately, the First World War proved that the Hague Convention 1907 
was not efficient and the article 27 could not save cultural property from destruction40. 
The great damaged caused to cultural monuments led to indignation and to deal with 
the problem the Netherlands Archaeological Society “proposed that the Netherlands 
call an intergovernmental conference, at least of neutral powers, with the aim of 
improving the protection afforded historic and artistic monuments and objects in 
war41”and prepare a protecting mechanism during the period of peace”42. 
 In parallel, in 1919 the Treaty of Neuilly was signed. Its article 126 clearly 
stated that Bulgaria should return to Greece, Romania and the Serb-Croat-Slovene 
State all the cultural material, which was illegally removed during the war. This article 
recognizes the illicit removal and export of the cultural objects and bounded Bulgaria 
                                               
36 Regulations Respecting the Laws and Customs of War on Land annexed to Hague Convention (IV) Respecting the 
Laws and Customs of War on Land of 1907. 
37 O’ Keefe Roger 2006: 33. 
38 Law 10/22.5.1834. 
39 O’ Keefe Roger 2006: 33. 
40 O’ Keefe Roger 2006: 37. 
41 O’ Keefe Roger 2006: 41. 
42  O’ Keefe Roger 2006: 43. 
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to return them43. This did not happen, as only few hundreds of manuscripts returned 
to Greece. 
 I presented the Conventions sighed before the fact of the illicit transition in 
1917 and the purchase of the manuscripts in 1921, as the Conventions which followed 
the Hague Convention 1907 were formed after the Second World War, cannot be used 
because they do not apply retroactively. 
 
United States Statutes Dealing with Stolen Art 
 According to the Law of the U.S.A., the only way for a claimant to ask for the 
recovery of a stolen art item is the illegal action to be a federal crime44. The Section 
231445 of the National Stolen Property Act (NSPA), states that: “Whoever transports, 
transmits, or transfers in interstate or foreign commerce any goods, wares, 
merchandise, securities or money, of the value of $5,000 or more, knowing the same to 
have been stolen, converted or taken by fraud ...Shall be fined under this title or 
imprisoned not more than ten years, or both”46. Additionally, the Section 231547deals 
with the deliberate purchase of stolen items as following: “Whoever receives, 
possesses, conceals, stores, barters, sells, or disposes of any goods, wares, or 
merchandise, securities, or money of the value of $5,000 or more, or pledges or accepts 
as security for a loan any goods, wares, or merchandise, or securities, of the value of 
$500 or more, which have crossed a State or United States boundary after being stolen, 
unlawfully converted, or taken, knowing the same to have been stolen, unlawfully 
converted, or taken … Shall be fined under this title or imprisoned not more than ten 
years, or both.”48.  
 In case United States v. Hollinshead, a case with similarities with the one I 
deal with, the court decided that: “the defendants indeed knew that the article 
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transported was stolen and that there was no need for the United States to prove that 
the defendants knew it was stolen from Guatemala.”49 
 The problem with the application of the NSPA Act is when; it deals with stolen 
art material for which the plaintiffs, as in the case of the Monastery of Eikosiphoinissa 
v. Princeton University, claim the return of the cultural objects through civil remedies, 
while the NSPA Act demands criminal action and secondly, there is a problem when 
the defendant claims that he was unaware of the illegal removal of the item in demand 
and obtained the art material legally. The Act requires knowledge that the cultural 
items were stolen50. 
 Finally, there is the problem of illicit export, because illicit export and stealing 
are not the same crimes if we take into consideration that there are cases when a legal 
owner exports the cultural material illegally and cases that the illicit export follows the 
steal51.  
Bilateral Agreement between the U.S.A. and Greece 
 In 201152 a Bilateral Agreement, which extended in 201653, related to the 
protection of cultural property was signed between the USA and Greece based on the 
article 9 of the UNESCO Convention 1970, which Greece ratified with the 1103/1980 
Act. 
 The purpose of this Memorandum is the protection of antiquities, including 
the Byzantine ones from illicit export and trade, which will eliminate the destruction of 
archaeological sites. 
 The first article in the first paragraph describes thoroughly the cultural 
material, which is under protection and the second paragraph of the same article 
refers to the possibility of repatriation of cultural items as following: “The Government 
of the United States of America shall offer for return to the Government of the Hellenic 
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Republic any material on the Designated List forfeited to the Government of the United 
States of America”. 
 The above mentioned Memorandum mostly deals with the impose of 
restrictions to illegal export of cultural items after 2011,  and enhanced security 
measures to archaeological sites. The only possibility of restitution is the illegally 
exported cultural material to have been included in the Designated List  forfeited to 
the Government of the United States of America. 
 So, it is really dubious if the Memorandum can be used in our case. 
 
 
  -17- 
Legal issues 
 The most important legal issues emerged from the case of the His all 
Holiness, Bartholomew v. Princeton University are related to the civil remedies, the 
time limitation, as the defendants support that it has expired while the plaintiffs claim 
that it starts upon discovering that the Manuscripts were in Princeton's possession. 
That is when Plaintiffs duly demanded their return. In addition, the ownership is 
significant. The plaintiffs require the return of the manuscripts, because they were 
stolen. Therefore, according to them, Princeton University was unable to, and never 
did, acquire good title or any interest in the Manuscripts, while the Plaintiffs are the 
legal owners of numerous artifacts that are part of the history and religious mission of 
the Eastern Orthodox Christian Church, including the Manuscripts. 
 
Civil remedies 
The plaintiffs in the case of the Patriarch v. Princeton University chose civil 
remedies instead of criminal prosecution, as they claim theft and acquirement of 
stolen cultural material (replevin). Although they demand the return of the illegally 
removed manuscripts, they do not require damages or criminal prosecution to the 
defendants. In the complaint, it is clear that: “the Patriarchate seeks a judgment that: 
(i) the Patriarchate is the rightful owner of the Manuscripts; (ii) the Patriarchate is 
entitled to the immediate possession of the Manuscripts; and (iii) Princeton deliver the 
Manuscripts to the Patriarchate.54” The usual arguments of the defendants are that 
they obtained the items in good faith: “Plaintiffs’ claims and any alleged damages are 
barred in whole or in part to the extent the evidence shows the same to have been the 
result of Princeton’s actions which were performed in good faith” and they were 
unaware of the illegal background of the cultural items. In this case, Princeton 
University supports that “Princeton is without sufficient knowledge or information 
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necessary to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations contained in … of 
the Complaint, and on that basis denies each and every allegation not specifically 
admitted herein55”.  Another argument is that time limitation has expired: “Plaintiffs’ 
claims are barred in whole or in part by applicable statutes of limitations”. 
 Generally, civil remedies can be proven more effective than criminal 
prosecution for many reasons, which are clearly described by Meredith Van Pelt in his 
article “Autocephalous Greek Orthodox Church of Cyprus v. Goldberg and Feldman Fine 
Arts, Inc.: A Case for the Use of Civil Remedies in Effecting the Return of Stolen Art” as 
following: “First, civil remedies encourage the original owners to sue the converters, 
thereby increasing the chances of discovering the various persons in the chain of 
possession and increasing the costs to the thieves in terms of the cost of the lawsuit 
and in the imposed penalties. Second, civil sanctions can be more broadly applied than 
criminal sanctions to the receivers and purchasers of the stolen property. Third, fewer 
of the constitutional protections that are allowed to a criminal defendant are allowed 
to a civil defendant; thus, the civil suit would be a more favourable remedy than the 
criminal prosecution of the holders of the stolen property. Additionally, a court need 
not examine legislative history or intent in a civil suit as they would in applying a 
criminal statute nor would there be "potential interference with the operations of the 
State Department. Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1332(a), a foreign country could bring suit in 
federal court where the court has original jurisdiction over the subject matter of the 
claim, provided that there be a diversity of citizenship and the amount in controversy 
exceeds $50,000.”56 
 
Due Diligence and Statutes of Limitations in Preserving the Original 
Owner's Rights 
Under this statute, “the prosecution would have a sufficient case for conviction 
on proof of the receipt of stolen property, but the defendant could still be acquitted by 
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demonstrating his compliance with a legislatively-defined standard of care when 
purchasing the goods”57. 
Therefore, the statutes of due diligence and limitation permit the plaintiffs not 
to be passive, when they pursue their rights. On the contrary, those statutes support 
the plaintiffs’ decision to act quickly and efficiently58. 
When we deal with art property, the defendant, who usually is the buyer, 
should prove that he has exercised his right to check that the previous owner – the 
original seller - had good title of the cultural item, so that he can obtain good title after 
the purchase has completed. In addition, the buyer has to check if the item has been 
stolen or disappeared at some time in the past59. 
 Talking about the statutes of limitation, we should take into consideration 
when time limitation starts. According to Goldberg court, “Statutes of limitations are 
considered statutes in repose that enacted upon the presumption that one having a 
well-founded claim will not delay in enforcing it”60. In our case, this is extremely 
significant as the time limitation will start not at the date of steal in 1917, but at the 
date of the publication of the catalogue Greek Manuscripts at Princeton, Sixth To 
Nineteenth Century: A Descriptive Catalogue, which was published in 2010. The 
Patriarch sent the Letter of claiming in 2015, he left an efficient period for the 
University to answer and as they did not, he sued the University in 2018, which means 
that time limitation has not expired.  
 We need to keep in mind that, when we deal with art material, the stolen or 
illegally exported items are usually kept hidden or at least not presented for long. 
There is no possibility for the holder to alter it in any way, as in this case, the cultural 
material would lose value, and he hopes that the original or lawful owners will lose 
track61.  
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 The buyer on the other hand has certain responsibilities, especially when the 
cultural objects come from countries, which suffered from war. In our case both 
buyers. Both, the Princeton University and Robert Garrett were knowledgeable, the 
first as a reputable institution and the second as an experienced collector.  “The 
purchaser has a duty to examine a questionable title to protect against future claims 
from the original owner62”. Even when the Art material on sale, has all the demanded 
certificates, the buyer has the right and duty to insure that the seller has good title so 
that he can convey good title to the buyer63. 
 
Statute of Limitations 
 The statute of limitations is a significant issue related to the time during 
which the original owner has the legal right to claim a stolen item. The problem in this 
case is how a timely search or its absence64 can be proven in court. As Scott mentions 
in his article “Rethinking the Laws of Good Faith Purchase”: “A number of 
commentators have argued for an adverse possession rule for stolen personal property. 
Under this regime, the statute of limitations in replevin runs from the time of the first 
possession by a dealer or other good faith purchaser. This rule is easy to administer but 
does not relate directly to the behavior the law should encourage. The shift in a number 
of American states to a "discovery" rule for recovery of identifiable stolen goods is a 
preferable means of implementing a negligence regime. Under such a regime, the 
statute of limitations begins to run when the owner "discovers or should have 
discovered" the loss of her goods.65”. 
 The Statute of limitations have certain rules. The first one protects the 
original owner and is based on the “demand and refusal rule”.  More specifically, the 
time starts when the original owner finds where the stolen items are located, demands  
their return and the holder refuses. Another rule connects the time of demand with 
the time of purchase. Finally, many jurisdictions accept as the beginning of time, the 
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time when the original owner discovered or should have discovered where the stolen 
items were66.   
 The general legal rule is that time limitation does not count, when the item is 
concealed from the original owner and he does not know where to claim it from.  
 Therefore, we always take into consideration the “discovery rule”, according 
to which the law gives the original owner reasonable time to discover the location of 
the stolen item and assert the title. To be more analytical, the “discovery rule” 
prevents time from running on the condition that the plaintiff has used due diligence 
and he cannot pinpoint the current holder of the stolen item, to start legal action 
against him. Moreover, we need to have in mind that “the encouragement of due 
diligence prevents an owner from sitting on his rights and prevents a good faith 
purchaser from being brought to trial”67. 
 A clear example of the discovery rule is the case O’ Keeffe V. Snyder. In 1947, 
three paintings had been stolen from the Art Gallery of Stieglitz, Mrs O’ Keefe’s 
husband. Although they had suspected who the thief might be they did not have clear 
proof, so they did not pursue him nor did they report the theft to the police. Thirty 
years later, in 1977, the paintings were found in an Art Gallery, in New Jersey, and the 
original owner, having located the paintings sued the owner of the Art Gallery. “The   
New Jersey Supreme Court reiterated the principle that in order "[t]o avoid harsh 
results from the mechanical application of the statute [of limitations], the courts have 
developed a concept known as the discovery rule." Since a replevin action is for the 
recovery of a specific piece of property, the plaintiff must know who is in possession of 
the property; without knowledge of the possessor, the plaintiff cannot bring an 
action.”68. 
 On the other hand, the DeWeerth v. Baldinger case, which was more 
complicated and time consuming, had the opposite result. According to this case a 
painting of Monnet, originally owned by DeWeerth, a German citizen, discovered 
missed after the World War II. It was purchased by Baldinger, an american, from an Art 
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Gallery in New York69. DeWeerth filed suit in Federal District Court in Manhattan and in 
1987, Judge Vincent L. Broderick ruled in her favor70. But later, the District Court for 
the Southern District of New York took a decision in favour of the defendant, based on 
the fact that there was lack of due diligence from DeWeerth. The Judge supported that 
the painting had been exhibited publicly and published in a collection of Monnet’s 
works. His decision was based on the fact that, nobody could doubt that such paintings 
are unique71. The court decided that: “Mrs. DeWeerth had not been diligent enough in 
trying to locate the stolen property and that the statute of limitations, by its 
calculations, had run out”72. Mrs. DeWeerth did not stop her efforts and asked from 
the Federal district court to reopen the case. Her request was accepted and this 
decision was in her favor based on the decision of the case Solomon R. Guggenheim 
Foundation v. Lubell. However, this decision was not the last; a three-judge panel of 
the Federal appeals court for the Second Circuit voted 2 to 1 to reverse the decision in 
favour of DeWeerth.  
 To return in the case of the Patriarch v. Princeton University, it is very 
important to prove that the plaintiffs did not have and could not have knowledge of 
the location of the manuscripts, even if they tried to locate them. 
 
 
Good Faith Purchaser and Statute of Limitations 
 Good faith purchase is another problematic field and “scholars have not 
reached consensus on a solution to the good faith purchase problem”73. This is 
happening because, in case of good faith purchase, there are at least four parties. First 
the original owner, then the thief, who sells the stolen items to a merchant, in our case 
a dealer and finally the ultimate purchaser.  To the court, we usually have the original 
owner and the ultimate purchaser, as the thief can not be found and the merchant can 
not be sued by the original owner because he does not hold the stolen item at the 
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time of litigation74. This situation has led to costly litigation on domestic and 
international basis and “over the last two decades, there has been a dramatic increase 
in contests between original owners and good faith purchaser”75. 
 Moreover, what happens when the location of the stolen items and the 
domicile of the claimants are not the same. In the case of the Monastery of 
Eikosiphoinissa v. Princeton University, the claimants “Plaintiff His All Holiness, 
Bartholomew I, The Archbishop of Constantinople, New Rome, and Ecumenical 
Patriarch residing at Rum Patrikligi, 342 20 Fener-Halic, Istanbul, Turkey; Plaintiff the 
Holy Metropolis of Drama residing at Eleftheriou Venizelou St. No. 168, Drama 66100, 
Greece; and Plaintiff the Theotokos Eikosiphoinissa Monastery residing at Eparchiaki 
Odos Neas Brachas-Nikisianis, Proti Serron 62047, Greece”76, the University of 
Princeton, where the manuscripts are located, is in the USA and they purchased the 
manuscripts from a dealer whose business was located in Germany, in good faith, as 
they support.  
 In the USA the owner “can lose his claim to property if he does not exercise 
due diligence in seeking to recover it. Most states' statutes of limitations will not accrue 
unless the owner fails to assert his right to the property within a reasonable time.”77. 
 
Ownership  
 “Possession is nine-tenths of the law” as Michael Stillman mentioned in his 
article “A Greek Monastery Battles Princeton University for Some Very Old 
Manuscripts”78 
 The ownership of the manuscripts is supposed to be one of the most 
significant points in this case. Each party struggles to prove that holds legal ownership 
of the above-mentioned cultural objects and both of them, the Plaintiffs and the 
Defendants, focus on two elements: legal possession of the manuscripts and time 
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limitation, which has been explained above. The first one is related to the question if 
the manuscripts belong to the plaintiffs or the defendants and the second one is 
related to time limitation. 
 Both parties claim legal ownership. That is why, we decided to expose their 
arguments, as they are listed in the Complaint and the Letter of Defense. 
 The Patriarch, as plaintiff claims the return of three Byzantine-era 
manuscripts known as Garrett MS. 14, Garrett MS. 16, Garrett MS. 16A, and one 16th 
century manuscript known as Princeton MS. 8179, as he supports that Princeton 
University unlawfully possesses them80. 
 To support his claims, he initially invokes historical facts and he claims that 
the Manuscripts were housed in the library of the Monastery of the Theotokos 
Eikosiphoinissa for centuries, until March 27, 1917 when Bulgarian forces invaded the 
Monastery and stole the most valuable manuscripts of the Monastery's library, 
including the Manuscripts at issue81. 
 This means that we have two facts; first, the manuscripts had been stolen 
and secondly they had been stolen during war times. After the theft the Manuscripts 
were brought to Sofia and in the years following this fact, the stolen manuscripts were 
disseminated to dealers, book sellers, and auction houses across Central Europe. This 
is how Princeton University obtained one of the Manuscripts, the one listed as 
Princeton MS. 81. They purchased it from the Frankfurt-based auction house Joseph 
Baer & Co., in 1921, just four years after it had been stolen from the Monastery. This 
indicates that the University as an Institution manned with knowledgeable scholars 
knew that the manuscripts had been stolen, illegally exported and sold.   The buyers 
were aware of the fact that the manuscripts were stolen during the war and the 
plaintiffs support that because of that Princeton was unable to, and never did, acquire 
good title or any interest in the Manuscripts. 
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 To enhance this claim, the plaintiffs mention that in the Kerameus Catalog, 
published in 1887, Papadopoulos-Kerameus listed Manuscript No. 32 (now Garrett MS. 
14) and Manuscript No. 112 (now Garrett MS. 16), as being part of the Monastery's 
library82. Furthermore, Garrett MS. 16A was likely once a part of Garrett MS. 14 and at 
some point in time may have been rebound to Garrett MS. 16.  Therefore, although 
not individually identified in the Kerameus Catalog, Garrett MS. 16A is included in the 
Kerameus Catalog by its references to Garrett MS. 14 and Garrett MS. 16 and 
therefore part of the Monastery's library at all relevant times prior to 191783. 
As far as, Princeton MS. 81, the plaintiffs inform the court that this manuscript was 
also part of the Monastery's library at all relevant times prior to 1917. To support that, 
they make reference to the Princeton Catalog, which clearly states that MS. 81 "was 
written at the Kosinitza monastery (Eikosiphoinisses monastery in Kormitsa, Prefecture 
of Serres, near Drama) and remained there until 1917 .... " 84. 
 Furthermore, the plaintiffs try to prove that the Greek government had taken 
all the appropriate actions according to the Treaty of Neuille. The looting had been 
stated in a letter dated March 31, 1917, only days after the theft, which was written by 
the Mayor of Drama to the Greek Foreign Affairs Delegation of Sofia, Bulgaria. In this 
letter it is asked all necessary action to be taken, so that the stolen cultural treasure to 
return to the Monastery. A copy of the letter published in Rapports et Enquetes de la 
Commission Interalliee Sur Les Violations Du Droit Des Gens Commises En Macedoine 
Orinetale, is annexed as Exhibit C in the Complain85. 
 After this date, the Monastery lost track of the manuscripts and they could 
not locate them until 2010, when Princeton's experts, Dimitri Gondicas, Executive 
Director of Princeton's Hellenic Studies Program, and Don Skemer, Curator of 
Manuscripts at the Princeton University Library, acknowledged in the Preface to the 
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Princeton Catalog that "(a]ll of the [Eikosiphoinissa] [M]onastery's manuscripts were 
removed from its library and taken to Sofia by the Bulgarian authorities in March 1917 
.... "86. 
 Consequently, time limitation started in 2010 and plaintiffs immediately 
claimed their return and the time limitation does not apply before 2010, as at this date 
the plaintiffs learned where the manuscripts were housed. Also in the Catalogue it is 
accepted that the manuscripts were part of the Monastery's collection, and it is not 
mentioned that the manuscripts had been donated elsewhere by the Monastery itself. 
The description indicates that Princeton was perfectly knew that each one of the 
Manuscripts was removed from the Monastery in 1917. 
 The original owner is undoubtedly the Monastery and the Patriarch, who held 
ownership and title to the Manuscripts, which were never transferred from the 
Patriarchate to Princeton so any purported transfer of ownership or title to Princeton 
is voidable and void ab initio and Princeton did not obtain, and does not have, good or 
valid title to the Manuscripts. Accordingly, the Patriarchate seeks a judgment that: (i) 
the Patriarchate is the rightful owner of the Manuscripts; (ii) the Patriarchate is 
entitled to the immediate possession of the Manuscripts; and (iii) Princeton deliver the 
Manuscripts to the Patriarchate. 
On the other hand, the Trustees of Princeton University incorrectly referenced in the 
Complaint as “Princeton University” support that Princeton is in lawful possession of 
the manuscripts and they are without knowledge or information necessary to form a 
belief as to “whether any of the Plaintiffs were ever in lawful possession of any of the 
Manuscripts. Princeton is without sufficient knowledge or information necessary to 
form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations contained in paragraph 1 of 
the Complaint, and on that basis denies each and every allegation not specifically 
admitted herein”87. 
 Princeton admitted the fact that the University purchased Princeton MS. 81 
at Joseph Baer & Co. in 1921 and that Robert Garrett, who was a Princeton trustee, 
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alumnus, and collector of manuscripts, donated Garrett MS. 14, Garrett MS. 16, and 
Garrett 16A to Princeton in 1942. Nevertheless, they had never been aware of any 
information “necessary to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations 
contained in paragraph 2 of the Complaint”88. 
 Therefore, Princeton denies that it did not acquire good title and interest in 
the Manuscripts and supports that it remains in lawful possession of the Manuscripts89  
Princeton MS. 81, Garrett MS. 14, Garrett MS. 16, and Garrett MS. 16A. To enhance 
their position, they state that they did not have “no any knowledge of the fact that 
during World War I, the Monastery suffered a terrible atrocity at e this attitude the 
hands of an invading force of Bulgarian guerillas”,  but even in the case of theft 
“Princeton admits that the uncertified translated version of a purported March 31, 
1917 letter from the Mayor of Drama to the Greek Foreign Affairs Delegation of Sofia, 
Bulgaria, …..., indicates that a theft of certain Monastery materials occurred on March 
27, 1917, and that an assault occurred. Princeton denies that the uncertified translated 
letter indicates that Bulgarian troops were responsible, or that the letter says that the 
Manuscripts were stolen90” and that the plaintiffs did not have any real and concrete 
evidence that the manuscripts were stolen. As a result the University did not buy or 
accept stolen items. 
 Trying to present more evidence to support their opinion they mention that 
even if this allegations of the plaintiffs are correct, it does not prove that the 
manuscripts in demand were among the stolen items. The letter which the Patriarch 
had initially sent claimed Garrett MS. 6, which finally was proven to have “left the 
monastery earlier, probably between 1862 and 188791”. On December 4, 2015, 
Archimandrite Bartholomew Samaras, Chief Secretary to the Patriarch, sent a letter on 
behalf of the Patriarch,  claiming ownership of Garrett MS. 14, Garrett MS. 16, and 
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Princeton MS. 81, as well as two other manuscripts, Garrett MS. 5 and Garrett MS. 6. 
The Patriarch’s supporting that they were stolen from the Monastery in 1917. The 
claim for Garrett MS. 5 and Garrett MS. 6, however, turned out to be without merit 
because available evidence demonstrated that while the Monastery once had 
possession of those manuscripts, they were gifted to St. Andrew of the Russians in 
1877—long before 1917. St. Andrew of the Russians later sold Garrett MS. 592. So, 
perhaps none of the Manuscripts may have been taken in the purported 1917 attack. 
Princeton further answers that the statement is also undercut by the alleged March 
31, 1917 … which indicates that the Mayor reported only the “most valuable 
manuscripts” were taken, as opposed to “all” of the manuscripts.  The point here is 
that when the plaintiffs sued the University had checked all the possibilities and did 
not involve Garrett MS. 6 in the Complaint.   
 Princeton tries to prove that Plaintiffs’ claims are unreliable, but on the other 
hand, the Patriarch withdrew his claim for the manuscripts, which proved to have been 
donated.  
 As far as the publication, Princeton denies that the Catalogue was published 
by the Princeton University Library and supports that it was published by the 
Department of Art and Archaeology and distributed by the Princeton University Press, 
an independent distributor. The fact that the Catalogue was not published by the 
Princeton University does not underestimate its value as a scientific work, able to be 
used as a prove related to the provenance of the manuscripts. 
 Finally, the trustees of Princeton University claim93 that: 
1. The Complaint fails to state a claim upon which relief can be granted. 
2. The Court is without subject matter jurisdiction because one or more of 
Plaintiffs lack standing to bring some or all of their claims. 
3. Plaintiffs are not the real parties in interest. (who is the real party of 
interest?) 
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4. Plaintiffs’ claims are barred in whole or in part by applicable statutes of 
limitations. 
5. Plaintiffs’ claims are barred by the doctrine of laches. 
6. Plaintiffs’ claims against Princeton are barred in whole or in part because 
Princeton has a superior claim to possession of the Manuscripts under 
applicable domestic and/or foreign law, and because Plaintiffs cannot establish 
they have a superior claim to possession under applicable domestic and/or 
foreign law. 
7. Plaintiffs’ claims against Princeton are barred in whole or in part because 
Princeton has a superior claim to title of the Manuscripts under applicable 
domestic and/or foreign law, and because Plaintiffs cannot establish they have 
a superior claim to title under applicable domestic and/or foreign law. 
8.  Plaintiffs’ claims are barred in whole or in part by the doctrines of waiver 
and/or estoppel. 
9.  Plaintiffs’ claims are barred in whole or in part to the extent they forfeited or 
abandoned the at-issue property. 
10. Princeton has adversely possessed the at-issue property. 
11. Plaintiffs’ claims and any alleged damages were caused by the actions of third 
persons. 
12. Plaintiffs’ claims and any alleged damages are barred in whole or in part to 
the extent the evidence shows the same to have been the result of Princeton’s 
actions which were performed in good faith. 
13. Plaintiffs failed to mitigate damages and Princeton expressly denies that 
Plaintiffs are entitled to any damages. 
14. Plaintiffs’ claims are barred in whole or in part due to consent and/or 
agreement and/or authorization. 
15. Plaintiffs’ claims are barred in whole or in part for failure to make a demand. 
16. Plaintiffs’ claims may be barred in whole or in part based on the unclean 
hands doctrine. 
17. Plaintiffs’ claims are barred in whole or in part by preemption. 
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18. Plaintiffs’ claims are barred, in whole or in part, by the foreign affairs 
19. Plaintiffs’ claims are barred in whole or in part by the political question 
doctrine. 
20. The Complaint is barred by any other matter constituting an avoidance or 
affirmative defense of Princeton and Princeton reserves the right to assert the 
same. 
Provenance 
Finally, we decided to include how the manuscripts are described in the Catalogue and 
mention in the Complaint of the plaintiffs94 in an effort to clear the matter of 
provenance, as it is extremely significant for the ownership of the cultural material. 
 
Garrett MS. 14 
Garrett MS. 14 is a parchment manuscript of Saint John Chrysostom's Commentary on 
the Gospel of Matthew (Homilies 1-45) written in 955 A.D. by the scribe Nikephoros 
the Notary. Ex. A at A8-9. In the sixteenth century, Garrett MS. 14 became part of the 
Monastery's collection where it was catalogued as "Kosinitza1 library MS. 32." Ex. A at 
A14. 
 
Garrett MS. 16 
Garrett MS. 16 is a parchment manuscript of Saint John Climacus' Heavenly Ladder 
written in 1081 A.D. in Constantinople by the scribe Joseph. Ex. A at Al 7, A20-21. Since 
at least the beginning of the sixteenth century, Garrett MS. 16 has been a part of the 
Monastery's collection where it was catalogued as "Kosinitza ... [N]o. 112." Ex. A at 
A29. 
 
Garrett MS. 16A 
18. According to the Princeton Catalog, Garrett MS. 16A is a fragment of a single page 
that "probably" once belonged to "the first volume of John Chrysostom's Commentary 
                                               
94 His all Holiness, Bartholomew v. Princeton University, claim filed on 12.12.2018 at the United States District Court 
of New Jersey [or USDC New Jersey]: 5-6.  
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on the Gospel of Matthew (Homilies 1-45)" and which "was perhaps part of a mutilated 
manuscript at Kosinitza, where Garrett MS. 16 was probably rebound." Ex. A at A32. 
Accordingly, Garrett MS. 16A was likely part of Saint John Chrysostom's Commentary 
on the Gospel of Matthew (Homilies 1-45) (i.e., Garrett MS. 14) and at some point was 
rebound to Garrett MS. 16. 
 
 
 
Princeton MS. 81 
Princeton MS. 81 is a manuscript of Saint John Chrysostom's Commentary on the 
Gospel of Matthew written at the Monastery in the sixteenth century 
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Conclusion 
     In the introduction of this paperwork I had posed certain question, which I 
discussed in the body of the dissertation and in this section I would like to present the 
conclusions by answering the questions. 
          The first question is who has the ownership of the removed cultural objects, the 
plaintiffs or the defendants. The Monastery never donated the manuscripts in 
demand, otherwise the defendants would have tried to prove it. Even though the 
defendants pinpoint that initially the plaintiffs had required manuscripts which later 
proved to have been donated by the Monastery, they do not present any evidence to 
support that the manuscripts listed as Garrett MS. 14, Garrett MS. 16, Garrett MS. 16A 
and Princeton MS. 81 belonged in the same category. Furthermore, the plaintiffs in the 
Complaint changed their demand, which means that before suing the University they 
had done all the appropriate research. Otherwise, the trustees of Princeton University 
shall prove that the manuscripts were not in the Monastery during the invasion of the 
Bulgarian troops. In conclusion the manuscripts were among the ones stolen in 1917 
and after the theft they were exported and sold. Princeton University and Robert 
Garrett bought stolen items and according to American legislation they never obtained 
good title to the manuscripts. 
           Following the above observation, there is possibility for the manuscripts to 
return provided that time limitation has not expired. When does time limitation start 
in 1917, when the theft occurred or in 2010, when the descriptive Catalogue was 
published. At this point the plaintiffs  shall prove that they could not have been aware 
of the existence of the manuscripts before the publication of the catalogue. My 
opinion is that time limitation starts in 2010, as there were no previous publications 
referring to the provenance of the manuscripts. 
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 This case is very important, because it is indicative for many such cases of 
cultural material illegally removed many decades ago, which should find their way 
back. 
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APPENDIX 
His all Holiness, Bartholomew I, the Archbishop of Constantinople, Newrome, and 
Ecumenical Patriarch et al v. Princeton University, Answer to Complaint by Princeton 
University. 
Plaintiff His All Holiness, Bartholomew I, The Archbishop of Constantinople, 
New Rome, and Ecumenical Patriarch residing at Rum Patrikligi, 342 20 Fener-Halic, 
Istanbul, Turkey; Plaintiff the Holy Metropolis of Drama residing at Eleftheriou 
Venizelou St. No. 168, Drama 66100, Greece; and Plaintiff the Theotokos 
Eikosiphoinissa Monastery residing at Eparchiaki Odos Neas Brachas-Nikisianis, Proti 
Serron 62047, Greece (collectively, "Plaintiffs" or the "Patriarchate"), by way of 
Complaint against Defendant Princeton University located in Princeton, New Jersey 
08544, state as follows: 
COMPLAINT 
I. 
NATURE OF THE ACTION 
1. This is an action to recover four religious manuscripts in the unlawful possession of 
Princeton University. The manuscripts are three Byzantine-era manuscripts known as 
Garrett MS. 14, Garrett MS. 16, Garrett MS. 16A, and one 16th century manuscript 
known as Princeton MS. 81 (collectively, the "Manuscripts"). For centuries, the 
Manuscripts were housed in the library of the Monastery of the Theotokos 
Eikosiphoinissa (the "Monastery") in the village of Kormista, Prefecture of Serres, near 
Drama, in northern Greece. On March 27, 1917, however, Bulgarian forces stormed 
the Monastery and stole the most valuable manuscripts of the Monastery's library, 
including the Manuscripts at issue here. Following the theft, the Manuscripts were 
brought to Sofia, the capital of what was then known as the Kingdom of Bulgaria. 
2. The stolen manuscripts were thereafter disseminated to dealers, book sellers, and 
auction houses across Central Europe. Princeton purchased one of the Manuscripts, 
Princeton MS. 81, from the Frankfurt-based auction house Joseph Baer & Co., 
Frankfurt am Main (the "Baer Auction House") in 1921, just four years after it had been 
 41 
stolen from the Monastery. And then, in 1924, Robert Garrett, a Princeton trustee and 
alumnus and a collector of Greek manuscripts, purchased the other three manuscripts 
at issue here, Garrett MS. 14, Garrett MS. 16, and Garrett MS. 16A, also from the Baer 
Auction House. Garrett donated these three Manuscripts to Princeton in 1942. 
3. Because the Manuscripts were stolen, Princeton was unable to, and never did, 
acquire good title or any interest in the Manuscripts. Upon discovering that the 
Manuscripts were in Princeton's possession, Plaintiffs duly demanded their return. 
Princeton has not agreed to return the Manuscripts. Accordingly, the Plaintiffs hereby 
bring this case to recover their possession. 
II. 
PARTIES 
4. Plaintiff His All Holiness, Bartholomew I, The Archbishop of Constantinople, New 
Rome, and Ecumenical Patriarch ("Patriarch") is a citizen of a foreign state residing at 
Rum Patrikligi, 342 20 Fener-Halic, Istanbul, Turkey. The Patriarch is the spiritual leader 
of the Eastern Orthodox Christian Church. 
5. Plaintiff the Holy Metropolis of Drama ("Metropolis") is a subject of a foreign state 
residing at Eleftheriou Venizelou St. No. 168, Drama 66100, Greece. The Metropolis 
falls under the ecclesiastical jurisdiction of the Patriarch. 
6. Plaintiff the Theotokos Eikosiphoinissa Monastery is a subject of a foreign state 
residing at Eparchiaki Odos Neas Brachas-Nikisianis, Proti Serron 62047, Greece. The 
Monastery falls under the ecclesiastical jurisdiction of the Patriarch and of the 
Metropolis. 
7. Plaintiffs are the legal owners of numerous artifacts that are part of the history and 
religious mission of the Eastern Orthodox Christian Church, including the Manuscripts. 
8. Defendant Princeton is a private university located in Princeton, New Jersey. 
III. 
JURISDICTION AND VENUE 
9. This Court has subject matter jurisdiction over this action pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 
1332(a), in that the action is between citizens or subjects of foreign states and a citizen 
of this State, and the amount in controversy exceeds $75,000, exclusive of interest and 
costs. 
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10. Venue is proper in this judicial district pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 1391(a)-( c ), 
because Princeton is subject to personal jurisdiction in this district, a substantial part of 
the events or omissions giving rise to the claims herein occurred in this district, and the 
property that is the subject of this action is situated in this district. 
IV. 
FACTS APPLICABLE TO ALL COUNTS 
A. The Monastery 
11. The Monastery is located approximately 35 miles from the Bulgarian border, in the 
Pangaio Mountains, between the villages of Kormista and Nikisiani, Prefecture of 
Serres, near Drama in northern Greece. 
12. The Monastery is one of the oldest monasteries of the Greek region of Macedonia. 
It was founded in the 5th century A.D. 
13. By the beginning of the twentieth century, the Monastery had amassed a 
remarkable collection of books, relics, and valuable Byzantine manuscripts, including 
the Manuscripts. 
B. The Manuscripts 
14. The Patriarchate is seeking the return of four manuscripts, which were stolen from 
the Monastery in 1917 and which are currently in Princeton's possession: Garrett MS. 
14, Garrett MS. 16, Garrett MS. 16A, and Princeton MS. 81. 
15. Each Manuscript is described at length in the Princeton University Library 
publication Greek Manuscripts at Princeton, Sixth To Nineteenth Century: A Descriptive 
Catalogue (Princeton University Press 2010) written by Prof. Sofia Kotzabassi and 
Nancy Patterson Sevcenko, with the collaboration of Don C. Skemer, Curator of 
Manuscripts in the Department of Rare Books and Special Collections at the Princeton 
University Library (the "Princeton Catalog"), excerpts of which are annexed as Exhibit 
A. 
Garrett MS. 14 
16. Garrett MS. 14 is a parchment manuscript of Saint John Chrysostom's Commentary 
on the Gospel of Matthew (Homilies 1-45) written in 955 A.D. by the scribe Nikephoros 
the Notary. Ex. A at A8-9. In the sixteenth century, Garrett MS. 14 became part of the 
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Monastery's collection where it was catalogued as "Kosinitza1 library MS. 32." Ex. A at 
A14. 
Garrett MS. 16 
17. Garrett MS. 16 is a parchment manuscript of Saint John Climacus' Heavenly Ladder 
written in 1081 A.D. in Constantinople by the scribe Joseph. Ex. A at Al 7, A20-21. Since 
at least the beginning of the sixteenth century, Garrett MS. 16 has been a part of the 
Monastery's collection where it was catalogued as "Kosinitza ... [N]o. 112." Ex. A at 
A29. 
Garrett MS. 16A 
18. According to the Princeton Catalog, Garrett MS. 16A is a fragment of a single page 
that "probably" once belonged to "the first volume of John Chrysostom's Commentary 
on the Gospel of Matthew (Homilies 1-45)" and which "was perhaps part of a mutilated 
manuscript at Kosinitza, where Garrett MS. 16 was probably rebound." Ex. A at A32. 
Accordingly, Garrett MS. 16A was likely part of Saint John Chrysostom's Commentary 
on the Gospel of Matthew (Homilies 1-45) (i.e., Garrett MS. 14) and at some point was 
rebound to Garrett MS. 16. 
Princeton MS. 81 
19. Princeton MS. 81 is a manuscript of Saint John Chrysostom's Commentary on the 
Gospel of Matthew written at the Monastery in the sixteenth century. Ex. A at A33-34. 
C. There is Clear Evidence that the Manuscripts Were at the Monastery Prior to 1917. 
20. In 1885, the Greek Literature Club of Constantinople commissioned Greek scholar 
Athanasios Papadopoulos-Kerameus to prepare a catalog of Greek manuscripts located 
in Byzantine Anatolia, including the manuscripts located in the Monastery's library (the 
"Kerameus Catalog"). See, e.g., Ex. A at Al 5, Al 7 (referring to the Kerameus Catalog). 
Extracts of the Kerameus Catalog are annexed as Exhibit B. 
21. In the Kerameus Catalog, published in 1887, Papadopoulos-Kerameus listed 
Manuscript No. 32 (now Garrett MS. 14) and Manuscript No. 112 (now Garrett MS. 
16), as being part of the Monastery's library. Ex. Bat B2-3 (the paragraphs that refer to 
the Manuscripts have been highlighted for convenience). 
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22. As explained above, Garrett MS. 16A was likely once a part of Garrett MS. 14 and 
at some point in time may have been rebound to Garrett MS. 16. See supra at~ 18. 
Therefore, although not individually identified in the Kerameus Catalog, Garrett MS. 
16A is included in the Kerameus Catalog by its references to Garrett MS. 14 and 
Garrett MS. 16 and therefore also part of the Monastery's library at all relevant times 
prior to 1917. 
23. Princeton MS. 81 was also part of the Monastery's library at all relevant times prior 
to 1917. Princeton clearly states in the Princeton Catalog that MS. 81 "was written at 
the Kosinitza monastery (Eikosiphoinisses monastery in Kormitsa, Prefecture of Serres, 
near Drama) and remained there until 1917 .... " Ex. A at A34 ( emphasis added). 
D. The Theft of the Manuscripts in 1917 
24. During World War I, the Monastery suffered a terrible atrocity at the hands of an 
invading force of Bulgarian guerillas. 
25. On March 27, 1917, Bulgarian troops stormed the Monastery, assaulted the 
resident monks, and stole, among other things, the most valuable manuscripts of its 
library, including the Manuscripts. The theft is recounted in a letter dated March 31, 
1917-four days after the theft-and written by the Mayor of Drama to the Greek 
Foreign Affairs Delegation of Sofia, Bulgaria. A copy of the letter published in Rapports 
et Enquetes de la Commission Interalliee Sur Les Violations Du Droit Des Gens 
Commises En Macedoine Orinetale, is annexed as Exhibit C ( an uncertified translation 
of the letter is also provided for convenience). 
26. ln addition, Princeton itself has acknowledged on numerous occasions that the 
Manuscripts at issue here were removed during the 1917 theft. 
27. In 2010, Princeton's experts, Dimitri Gondicas, Executive Director of Princeton's 
Hellenic Studies Program, and Don Skemer, Curator of Manuscripts at the Princeton 
University Library, acknowledged in the Preface to the Princeton Catalog that "(a]ll of 
the [Eikosiphoinissa] [M]onastery's manuscripts were removed from its library and 
taken to Sofia by  the Bulgarian authorities in March 1917 .... " Ex. A at A4-5. 
28. More specifically, Princeton has acknowledged that each one of the Manuscripts 
was removed from the Monastery in 1917. 
29. With respect to Garrett MS. 14, Princeton has stated that: 
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Garrett MS. 14 has been identified as Kosinitza library MS. 32, which was seen and 
described there by Papadopoulos-Kerameus ... in 1885. In 1917 it was removed from 
the monastery, along withother important manuscripts, by the Bulgarian authorities 
and transferred to Sofia .... In 1920-21 it was listed in the catalogue of the German 
antiquarian bookseller Joseph Baer, Frankfurt am Main, from whom it was acquired by 
the New York antiquarian bookseller Wilfred M. Voynich, for Robert Garrett on 3 
January 1924 .... Gift of Robert Garrett ... to the Princeton University Library in 1942. 
Ex. A at A 14-15 ( emphasis added). 
30. With respect to Garrett MS. 16, Princeton has stated that: 
The manuscript was described there, as no. 112, in 1885 by Papadopoulos-Kerameus 
.... In 1917 it was removed from the monastery by the Bulgarian authorities and 
presumably taken to Sofia ... In 1920-21 it was in the catalogues of the German 
antiquarian bookseller Joseph Baer, Frankfurt am Main, from whom it was acquired by 
the antiquarian bookseller Wilfred Voynich (New York) for Robert Garrett on 3 January 
1924 .... Gift of Robert Garrett ... to the Princeton University Library in 1942. Ex. A at 
A29 ( emphasis added). 
31. Princeton's statements regarding the 1917 removal of Garrett MS. 14 and Garrett 
MS. 16 extend to Garrett MS. 16A which was likely once a part of Garrett MS. 14 and at 
some point in time may have been rebound to Garrett MS. 16. 
32. With respect to Princeton MS. 81, Princeton states in the Princeton Catalog that it 
remained at the Monastery from the time it was written in the sixteenth century until 
1917, the year of the theft. Ex. A at A34. 
E. Princeton's Acquisition of the Manuscripts 
33. According to the Princeton Catalog, Robert Garrett purchased both Garrett MS. 14 
and Garrett MS. 16 from the Baer Auction House in 1924. Garrett MS. 16A was also 
part of this sale either as part of Garrett MS. 14 or as part of Garrett MS. 16 to which it 
was likely rebound. See supra ,r 18. Robert Garrett donated these Manuscripts to 
Princeton in 1942. See supra ,r,r 29-30. 
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34. According to the Princeton Catalog, "[i]n 1920-21 [Princeton MS. 81] was listed in 
the catalogue of the [Baer Auction House]. In 1921 Baer sold the manuscript to the 
Princeton University Library." Ex. A at A34. 
35. On December 4, 2015, the Patriarchate sent a demand letter to Princeton seeking 
return of the Manuscripts. A copy of this letter is attached as Exhibit D. Despite the 
request, Princeton has failed to return the Manuscripts, necessitating this action. 
V. 
CAUSES OF ACTION 
Count I 
(Replevin) 
36. The Patriarchate repeats and realleges each and every allegation set forth in 
paragraphs 1 through 35 above with the same force and effect as if fully set forth 
herein. 
37. At all relevant times, the Patriarchate was and still is the owner entitled to the 
immediate possession of the Manuscripts, and has a superior and exclusive right to the 
immediate possession of the Manuscripts. 
38. The Manuscripts are unique and invaluable chattels containing hallowed writings 
that are cherished and revered by the Eastern Orthodox Christian Church. 
39. Ownership of, or title to, the Manuscripts was not transferred from the 
Patriarchate to Princeton through the events and transactions described herein, and 
any purported transfer of ownership or title to Princeton is voidable and void ab initio. 
40. Princeton did not obtain, and does not have, good or valid title to the Manuscripts. 
41. Princeton's possession and control of the Manuscripts is without legal basis or right 
and the Patriarchate, as the rightful owner of the Manuscripts, is entitled to the return 
of the Manuscripts. 
42. The Patriarchate has made demand on Princeton for return of the Manuscripts. 
Princeton has improperly and without justification refused to return the Manuscripts. 
43. Accordingly, the Patriarchate seeks a judgment that: (i) the Patriarchate is the 
rightful owner of the Manuscripts; (ii) the Patriarchate is entitled to the immediate 
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possession of the Manuscripts; and (iii) Princeton deliver the Manuscripts to the 
Patriarchate. 
Count II 
(Declaration of Ownership) 
44. The Patriarchate repeats and realleges each and every allegation set forth in 
paragraphs 1 through 43 above with the same force and effect as if fully set forth herein. 
45. There is an actual controversy between the parties concerning ownership, title to, 
and right to possession of movable property, namely the Manuscripts. 
46. The Patriarchate is the sole and true owner of all title and interest in the 
Manuscripts. 
47. Princeton holds no title, and has never held title, in or to the Manuscripts, and any 
title that Princeton purports to have acquired is void or voidable. 
48. Accordingly, the Patriarchate is entitled pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 2201 and 2202 to 
a declaratory judgment that it is the rightful owner of the Manuscripts, and has 
superior title and exclusive right to immediate possession of the Manuscripts. 
Count III (Alternative Count) 
(Conversion) 
49. The Patriarch repeats and realleges each and every allegation set forth in 
paragraphs 1 through 48 above with the same force and effect as if fully set forth 
within. 
50. As an alternative to Count I in the event Princeton cannot or does not return the 
Manuscripts to the Patriarchate in the condition they were received in, the Patriarch 
seeks damages for Princeton's conversion of the Manuscripts. 
51. At all relevant times, the Patriarchate has had a complete right of ownership in, 
and complete right to possess, the Manuscripts, and has a superior and exclusive right 
to immediate possession of the Manuscripts. 
52. Princeton has never had good or valid title in the Manuscripts. 
53. Despite the Patriarchate's demand for the return of the Manuscripts, Princeton has 
improperly refused to return the Manuscripts. 
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54. Princeton has therefore converted the Manuscripts to its own use and benefit to 
the detriment of the Patriarchate's ownership of and possessory rights to the 
Manuscripts. 
55. Princeton's intentional exercise of dominion and control over the Manuscripts has 
been wrongful and without authority or consent of the true owner. 
56. The refusal to return the Patriarchate's property is unlawful and gives rise to this 
claim for conversion. 
57. As a result of Princeton's conversion, the Patriarchate is entitled to damages 
against Princeton measured by the current market value of the Manuscripts, all in an 
amount to be determined at trial but in no event less than $75,000, plus costs, 
interest, and attorneys' fees. 
58. In the event the Manuscripts have been impaired in any way in condition, quality, 
or value since they were acquired by or in the possession of Princeton or if they cannot 
be, or are not, returned for any reason, the Patriarchate is entitled to be compensated 
for such damage or loss. 
VI. 
RELIEF REQUESTED 
WHEREFORE, the Patriarchate respectfully prays for: 
i) A trial by jury; 
ii) On Count I, judgment against Princeton that the Patriarchate is the owner and 
entitled to the immediate possession of the Manuscripts and that Princeton must 
deliver the Manuscripts to the Patriarchate forthwith, with costs and attorneys' fees; 
iii) On Count II, declaration that the Patriarchate is the owner of the Manuscripts and 
has superior title and exclusive right to immediate possession of the Manuscripts, with 
costs and attorneys' fees; 
iv) On Count III, in the event that the Manuscripts have been impaired in any way in 
condition, quality, or value since they were acquired by or in the possession of 
Princeton, or if they cannot be returned for any reason, a judgment awarding to the 
Patriarchate its actual damages from Princeton, in an amount to be determined at 
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trial, to compensate the Patriarchate for loss of use and value of the Manuscripts, and 
as compensation for any damage to the Manuscripts while they were in Princeton's 
possession or control. 
v) That the Court award the Patriarchate such other and further relief as the Court 
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 Defendant, The Trustees of Princeton University, a nonprofit educational 
corporation of the State of New Jersey, incorrectly referenced in the Complaint as 
“Princeton University” (Princeton), hereby answers the Complaint of Plaintiffs, 
His All Holiness, Bartholomew I, the Archbishop of Constantinople, New Rome, 
and Ecumenical Patriarch (the “Patriarch”), the Holy Metropolis of Drama (the 
“Metropolis”), and the Monastery of Theotokos Eikosiphoinissa (the “Monastery”) 
(collectively “Plaintiffs”) as follows: 
NATURE OF ACTION 
1. Princeton admits that the action concerns four manuscripts known as 
Garrett MS. 14, Garrett MS. 16, Garrett MS. 16A, and Princeton MS. 81 (the 
“Manuscripts”), of which Princeton is in lawful possession.  Princeton is without 
knowledge or information necessary to form a belief as to whether any of the 
Plaintiffs were ever in lawful possession of any of the Manuscripts.  Princeton is 
without sufficient knowledge or information necessary to form a belief as to the 
truth of the remaining allegations contained in paragraph 1 of the Complaint, and 
on that basis denies each and every allegation not specifically admitted herein. 
2. Princeton admits it purchased Princeton MS. 81 at Joseph Baer & Co. 
in or around 1921.  Princeton further admits that Robert Garrett was a Princeton 
trustee, alumnus, and collector of manuscripts, and that Mr. Garrett donated 
Garrett MS. 14, Garrett MS. 16, and Garrett 16A to Princeton in or around 1942. 
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Princeton is without sufficient knowledge or information necessary to form a 
belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations contained in paragraph 2 of the 
Complaint, and on that basis denies each and every allegation not specifically 
admitted herein. 
3. Princeton denies that it did not acquire good title and interest in the 
Manuscripts. Princeton admits that it remains in lawful possession of the 
Manuscripts. Princeton further admits that the Patriarch has asked that Princeton 
give him the Manuscripts, and that the Patriarch and the Metropolis have asked 
Princeton to agree to relinquish its claims of ownership and possession of the 
Manuscripts—demands which have not been agreed to by Princeton. Princeton 
further answers that on December 4, 2015, Archimandrite Bartholomew Samaras, 
Chief Secretary to the Patriarch, sent a letter on behalf of the Patriarch, a copy of 
which is attached as Exhibit D to the Complaint, claiming ownership of Garrett 
MS. 14, Garrett MS. 16, and Princeton MS. 81,  as well as two other manuscripts, 
Garrett MS. 5 and Garrett MS. 6. The Patriarch’s rationale for ownership of each 
manuscripts was identical—i.e., that they were stolen from the Monastery in 1917. 
The claim for Garrett MS. 5 and Garrett MS. 6, however, turned out to be without 
merit because available evidence demonstrated that while the Monastery once had 
possession of those manuscripts, they were gifted to St. Andrew of the Russians in 
1877—long before 1917. St. Andrew of the Russians later sold Garrett MS. 5 and 
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Garrett MS. 6 to a private collector, who then sold them to Robert Garrett, who 
then donated them to Princeton. The Patriarch’s unmeritorious claim of ownership 
of Garrett MS. 5 and Garrett MS. 6 demonstrated the imprecision of and the lack 
of evidence supporting the Patriarch’s ownership claims as to all of the 
manuscripts, including the Manuscripts. Princeton is without sufficient knowledge 
or information necessary to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining 
allegations contained in paragraph 3 of the Complaint, and on that basis denies 
each and every allegation not specifically admitted herein. 
PARTIES 
4. Princeton admits that the Patriarch is a citizen of a foreign state.  
Princeton is without sufficient knowledge or information necessary to form a 
belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations contained in paragraph 4 of the 
Complaint, and on that basis denies each and every allegation not specifically 
admitted herein. 
5. Princeton is without sufficient knowledge or information necessary to 
form a belief as to the truth of the allegations contained in paragraph 5 of the 
Complaint, and on that basis denies each and every allegation. 
6. Princeton is without sufficient knowledge or information necessary to 
form a belief as to the truth of the allegations contained in paragraph 6 of the 
Complaint, and on that basis denies each and every allegation. 
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7. Princeton denies that Plaintiffs are the legal owners of the 
Manuscripts. Princeton is without sufficient knowledge or information necessary 
to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations contained in paragraph 
7 of the Complaint, and on that basis denies each and every allegation not 
specifically admitted herein.  
8. Princeton admits the allegations in paragraph 8. 
JURISDICTION AND VENUE 
9. The allegations concerning jurisdiction are legal conclusions to 
which no answer is required. To the extent an answer is required, Princeton admits 
that it is a citizen of this State and that the Patriarch is a citizen of a foreign state. 
Princeton is without sufficient knowledge or information necessary to form a 
belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations contained in paragraph 9 of the 
Complaint, and on that basis denies each and every allegation not specifically 
admitted herein.  
10. The allegations concerning venue are legal conclusions to which no 
answer is required. To the extent an answer is required, Princeton admits that 
venue is proper in this judicial district, because it is subject to personal jurisdiction 
in this district and the Manuscripts are currently situated in this district. Princeton 
is without sufficient knowledge or information necessary to form a belief as to the 
truth of the remaining allegations contained in paragraph 10 of the Complaint, and 
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on that basis denies each and every allegation not specifically admitted herein. 
FACTS APPLICABLE TO ALL COUNTS 
11. Princeton is without sufficient knowledge or information necessary to 
form a belief as to the truth of the allegations contained in paragraph 11 of the 
Complaint, and on that basis denies each and every allegation. 
12. Princeton is without sufficient knowledge or information necessary to 
form a belief as to the truth of the allegations contained in paragraph 12 of the 
Complaint, and on that basis denies each and every allegation. 
13. Princeton is without sufficient knowledge or information necessary to 
form a belief as to the truth of the allegations contained in paragraph 13 of the 
Complaint, and on that basis denies each and every allegation. 
14. Princeton admits that it is in possession of Princeton MS. 81, Garrett 
MS. 14, Garrett MS. 16, and Garrett MS. 16A. Princeton is without sufficient 
knowledge or information necessary to form a belief as to the truth of the 
remaining allegations contained in paragraph 14, and on that basis denies each and 
every allegation not specifically admitted herein.  
15. Princeton admits that a book entitled Greek Manuscripts at 
Princeton, Sixth to Nineteenth Century:  A Descriptive Catalogue (the 
“Catalogue”), authored by Sofia Kotzabassi and Nancy Patterson Sevcenko 
(neither of whom is affiliated with, employed by, nor an agent of Princeton) with 
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collaboration of Don. C. Skemer (who for purposes of any statements made in the 
Catalogue is neither an agent of, nor expert for, Princeton) purports to describe 
each of the Manuscripts. Princeton admits that excerpts of the Catalogue are 
annexed as Exhibit A to the Complaint. Princeton denies that the Catalogue was 
published by the Princeton University Library. Princeton further answers that the 
Catalogue was published by the Department of Art and Archaeology and 
distributed by the Princeton University Press, an independent distributor. 
Princeton is without sufficient knowledge or information necessary to form a 
belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations contained in paragraph 15, and 
on that basis denies each and every allegation not specifically admitted herein. 
16. Princeton admits that the Catalogue states that Garrett MS. 14 is a 
parchment manuscript of Saint John Chrysostom’s Commentary on the Gospel of 
Matthew (Homilies 1-45), written in 955 A.D., by, among others, the scribe 
Nikephoros. Princeton is without sufficient knowledge or information necessary to 
form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations contained in paragraph 
16, and on that basis denies each and every allegation not specifically admitted 
herein 
17. Princeton admits that the Catalogue states that Garrett MS. 16 is a 
parchment manuscript of Saint John Climacus’ Heavenly Ladder written in 1081 
A.D. by the scribe Joseph. Princeton is without sufficient knowledge or 
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information necessary to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations 
contained in paragraph 17, and on that basis denies each and every allegation not 
specifically admitted herein. 
18. Princeton admits that in the Catalogue, the authors, Sofia Kotzabassi 
and Nancy Patterson Sevcenko, neither of whom is affiliated with, employed by, 
nor an agent of Princeton, write that Garrett MS. 16A is a fragment, and that 
nothing is known about the early provenance of the codex to which the fragment 
belonged. Princeton further admits that those authors, in the Catalogue, speculate 
that Garrett MS. 16A was probably the first volume of John Chrysostom’s 
Commentary on the Gospel of Matthew (Homilies 1-45), and that it was perhaps 
part of a mutilated manuscript at Kosinitza, where Garrett MS. 16 was probably 
rebound. Princeton is without sufficient knowledge or information necessary to 
form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations contained in paragraph 
18, and on that basis denies each and every allegation not specifically admitted 
herein. 
19. Princeton admits the Catalogue states that Princeton MS. 81 is a 
manuscript of Saint John Chrysostom’s Commentary on the Gospel of Matthew 
written at the Monastery. Princeton is without sufficient knowledge or information 
necessary to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations contained in 
paragraph 19, and on that basis denies each and every allegation not specifically 
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admitted herein. 
20. Princeton is without sufficient knowledge or information necessary to 
form a belief as to the truth of the allegations contained in paragraph 20 of the 
Complaint, and on that basis denies each and every allegation. 
21. Princeton is without sufficient knowledge or information necessary to 
form a belief as to the truth of the allegations contained in paragraph 21 of the 
Complaint, and on that basis denies each and every allegation. 
22. Princeton is without sufficient knowledge or information necessary to 
form a belief as to the truth of the allegations contained in paragraph 22 of the 
Complaint, and on that basis denies each and every allegation. Princeton further 
answers that the presence of the Manuscripts in the Monastery in 1885—if proven 
by Plaintiffs to be true—would not substantiate Plaintiffs’ claim of good title to 
Garrett MS. 16A, or any other manuscript, at that time, nor would it establish, as 
Plaintiffs allege, that any manuscript remained in the Monastery’s possession until 
1917. 
23. Princeton admits that in the Catalogue, the authors, Sofia Kotzabassi 
and Nancy Patterson Sevcenko, neither of whom is affiliated with, employed by, 
nor an agent of Princeton, write that Princeton MS. 81 was written at the Kosinitza 
monastery (Eikosiphoinisses monastery in Kormista, Prefecture of Serres, near 
Drama) and speculated that it remained there until 1917. Princeton is without 
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sufficient knowledge or information necessary to form a belief as to the truth of 
the remaining allegations contained in paragraph 23, and on that basis denies each 
and every allegation not specifically admitted herein. 
24. Princeton is without sufficient knowledge or information necessary to 
form a belief as to the truth of the allegations contained in paragraph 24 of the 
Complaint, and on that basis denies each and every allegation. 
25. Princeton admits that the uncertified translated version of a purported 
March 31, 1917 letter from the Mayor of Drama to the Greek Foreign Affairs 
Delegation of Sofia, Bulgaria, annexed as Exhibit C to the Complaint, indicates 
that a theft of certain Monastery materials occurred on March 27, 1917, and that 
an assault occurred. Princeton denies that the uncertified translated letter indicates 
that Bulgarian troops were responsible, or that the letter says that the Manuscripts 
were stolen. Princeton is without sufficient knowledge or information necessary to 
form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations contained in paragraph 
25, and on that basis denies each and every allegation not specifically admitted 
herein. 
26. Princeton denies each and every allegation contained in paragraph 26 
of the Complaint. 
27. Princeton admits that in the Catalogue, Dimitri Gondicas and Don 
Skemer, speculate and write that “[a]ll of the [Eikosiphoinissa] [M]onastery’s 
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manuscripts were removed from its library and taken to Sofia by the Bulgarian 
authorities in March 1917. . . .” Princeton further answers that even if the 
allegations of theft were true, the foregoing statement is undercut by the next 
sentence which indicates that “Garrett MS. 6 left the monastery earlier, probably 
between 1862 and 1887,” such that less than “all” and potentially none of the 
Manuscripts may have been taken in the purported 1917 attack. Princeton further 
answers that the statement is also undercut by the alleged March 31, 1917, 
contemporaneous letter from the Mayor of Drama to the Greek Foreign Affairs 
Delegation of Sofia, Bulgaria, annexed as Exhibit C to the Complaint as translated 
by Plaintiffs, which indicates that the Mayor reported only the “most valuable 
manuscripts” were taken, as opposed to “all” of the manuscripts. Princeton further 
denies that Dimitri Gondicas and Don Skemer are Princeton’s experts. Princeton 
further answers that to the extent that Dimitri Gondicas and Don Skemer played 
any role in authoring the quoted passage, Mr. Gondicas and Mr. Skemer did not do 
so on behalf of, or at the direction of, Princeton, such that any statements were 
made in their personal capacity. Princeton is without sufficient knowledge or 
information necessary to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations 
contained in paragraph 27, and on that basis denies each and every allegation not 
specifically admitted herein. 
28. Princeton denies each and every allegation contained in paragraph 28 
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of the Complaint. 
29. Princeton denies each and every allegation contained in paragraph 29 
of the Complaint. Princeton further answers that the authors of the Catalogue, in 
which the quoted passage appears, are, principally, Sofia Kotzabassi and Nancy 
Patterson Sevcenko, neither of whom is affiliated with, employed by, nor an agent 
of, Princeton. Princeton further answers that to the extent that Dimitri Gondicas 
and Don Skemer played any role in authoring the quoted passage, Mr. Gondicas 
and Mr. Skemer did not do so on behalf of, or at the direction of, Princeton, such 
that any statements were made in their personal capacity. 
30. Princeton denies each and every allegation contained in paragraph 30 
of the Complaint. Princeton further answers that the authors of the Catalogue, in 
which the quoted passage appears, are, principally, Sofia Kotzabassi and Nancy 
Patterson Sevcenko, neither of whom is affiliated with, employed by, nor an agent 
of, Princeton. Princeton further answers that to the extent that Dimitri Gondicas 
and Don Skemer played any role in authoring the quoted passage, Mr. Gondicas 
and Mr. Skemer did not do so on behalf of, or at the direction of, Princeton, such 
that any statements were made in their personal capacity. 
31. Princeton denies each and every allegation contained in paragraph 31 
of the Complaint. Princeton further answers, consistent with its above answers, by 
denying that it has made the attributed statements regarding Garrett MS. 14 and 
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Garrett MS. 16. Princeton further answers that because Princeton has made no 
such statements they cannot “extend” to Garrett MS. 16A. 
32. Princeton denies each and every allegation contained in paragraph 32 
of the Complaint. Princeton further answers that the authors of the Catalogue, in 
which the quoted passage appears, are, principally, Sofia Kotzabassi and Nancy 
Patterson Sevcenko, neither of whom is affiliated with, employed by, nor an agent 
of, Princeton. Princeton further answers that to the extent that Dimitri Gondicas 
and Don Skemer played any role in authoring the quoted passage, Mr. Gondicas 
and Mr. Skemer did not do so on behalf of, or at the direction of, Princeton, such 
that any statements were made in their personal capacity. 
33. Princeton denies that in the Catalogue the authors state that Robert 
Garrett purchased both Garrett MS. 14 and Garrett MS. 16 from the Baer Auction 
House in 1924. Rather, the authors state that Garrett MS. 14 and Garrett MS. 16 
were acquired from Joseph Baer by Wilfred Voynich for Robert Garrett in 1924. 
Princeton is without sufficient knowledge or information necessary to form a 
belief as to the truth of the allegations concerning the sale of Garrett MS. 16A, as 
well as the characterization of its provenance in paragraph 33 of the Complaint, 
and on that basis denies such allegations. Princeton admits that Robert Garrett 
donated Garrett MS. 14, Garrett MS. 16, and Garrett MS. 16A to Princeton on or 
around 1942. Princeton is without sufficient knowledge or information necessary 
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to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations contained in paragraph 
33, and on that basis denies each and every allegation not specifically admitted 
herein. 
34. Princeton admits that in the Catalogue, the authors state that “[i]n 
1920-21 [Princeton MS. 81] was listed in the catalogue of the German antiquarian 
bookseller Joseph Baer, Frankfurt am Main. In 1921 Baer sold the manuscript to 
the Princeton University Library.” Princeton is without sufficient knowledge or 
information necessary to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations 
contained in paragraph 34, and on that basis denies each and every allegation not 
specifically admitted herein. 
35. Princeton admits that on December 4, 2015, Archimandrite 
Bartholomew Samaras, Chief Secretary to the Patriarch, sent a letter on behalf of 
the Patriarch to Princeton University Art Museum, Princeton’s President of 
Pastoral Ministry, and Don Skemer, that a copy of the letter is attached as Exhibit 
D to the Complaint, and that it speaks for itself as to the contents thereof.  
Princeton further answers that Garrett MS. 16A was not individually identified in 
that letter. Princeton also admits that it remains in possession of the Manuscripts. 
Princeton denies that its conduct necessitated this action, or any implication that it 
has failed to follow the law; instead, Princeton avers that in considering its 
response to the letter, it sought evidence sufficient to establish Plaintiffs’ 
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allegations and none was provided. Princeton further answers that in the 
December 4, 2015, letter the Patriarch claimed ownership of Garrett MS. 14, 
Garrett MS. 16, and Princeton MS. 81,  as well as two other manuscripts, Garrett 
MS. 5 and Garrett MS. 6. The Patriarch’s rationale for ownership of each 
manuscript was identical—i.e., that they were stolen from the Monastery in 1917. 
The claim for Garrett MS. 5 and Garrett MS. 6, however, turned out to be without 
merit because available evidence demonstrated that while the Monastery once had 
possession of those manuscripts, they were gifted to St. Andrew of the Russians in 
1877—long before 1917. St. Andrew of the Russians later sold Garrett MS. 5 and 
Garrett MS. 6 to a private collector, who then sold them to Robert Garrett, who 
then donated them to Princeton. The Patriarch’s unmeritorious claim of ownership 
of Garrett MS. 5 and Garrett MS. 6 demonstrated the imprecision of and the lack 
of evidence supporting the Patriarch’s ownership claims as to all of the 
manuscripts, including the Manuscripts. Princeton is without sufficient knowledge 
or information necessary to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining 
allegations contained in paragraph 35, and on that basis denies each and every 
allegation not specifically admitted herein. 
/// 
/// 
/// 
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CAUSES OF ACTION 
Count I 
(Replevin) 
36. Princeton incorporates by reference its answer to paragraphs 1 
through 35 above as if fully set forth herein. 
37. Princeton denies each and every allegation contained in paragraph 37 
of the Complaint. 
38. Princeton is without sufficient knowledge or information necessary to 
form a belief as to the truth of the allegations contained in paragraph 38 of the 
Complaint, and on that basis denies each and every allegation. 
39. Princeton denies each and every allegation contained in paragraph 39 
of the Complaint. 
40. Princeton denies each and every allegation contained in paragraph 40 
of the Complaint. 
41. Princeton denies each and every allegation contained in paragraph 41 
of the Complaint. 
42. Princeton denies each and every allegation contained in paragraph 42 
of the Complaint. 
43. Paragraph 43 contains no allegations which require an answer from 
Princeton. To the extent an answer is required, Princeton denies each and every 
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allegation contained in paragraph 43 of the Complaint. 
Count II 
(Declaration of Ownership) 
44. Princeton incorporates by reference its answer to paragraphs 1 
through 43 above as if fully set forth herein. 
45. Princeton denies each and every allegation contained in paragraph 45 
of the Complaint. 
46. Princeton denies each and every allegation contained in paragraph 46 
of the Complaint. 
47. Princeton denies each and every allegation contained in paragraph 47 
of the Complaint. 
48. Princeton denies each and every allegation contained in paragraph 48 
of the Complaint. 
Count III (Alternative Count) 
(Conversion) 
49. Princeton incorporates by reference its answer to paragraphs 1 
through 48 above as if fully set forth herein. 
50. Princeton denies each and every allegation contained in paragraph 50 
of the Complaint. 
51. Princeton denies each and every allegation contained in paragraph 51 
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of the Complaint. 
52. Princeton denies each and every allegation contained in paragraph 52 
of the Complaint. 
53. Princeton denies each and every allegation contained in paragraph 53 
of the Complaint. 
54. Princeton denies each and every allegation contained in paragraph 54 
of the Complaint. 
55. Princeton denies each and every allegation contained in paragraph 55 
of the Complaint. 
56. Princeton denies each and every allegation contained in paragraph 56 
of the Complaint. 
57. Princeton denies each and every allegation contained in paragraph 57 
of the Complaint. 
58. Princeton denies each and every allegation contained in paragraph 58 
of the Complaint. 
RELIEF REQUESTED 
Princeton denies the allegations contained in Plaintiffs’ prayer for relief and 
denies that Plaintiffs are entitled to any relief requested. 
Princeton denies each and every allegation not specifically admitted herein 
regardless of whether contained in the unnumbered paragraphs, headings, or 
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otherwise. 
AFFIRMATIVE AND OTHER DEFENSES 
Princeton does not assume the burden of proof on any of the following 
defenses where the substantive law provides otherwise: 
1. The Complaint fails to state a claim upon which relief can be granted. 
2. The Court is without subject matter jurisdiction because one or more 
of Plaintiffs lack standing to bring some or all of their claims. 
3. Plaintiffs are not the real parties in interest. 
4. Plaintiffs’ claims are barred in whole or in part by applicable statutes 
of limitations. 
5. Plaintiffs’ claims are barred by the doctrine of laches. 
6. Plaintiffs’ claims against Princeton are barred in whole or in part 
because Princeton has a superior claim to possession of the Manuscripts under 
applicable domestic and/or foreign law, and because Plaintiffs cannot establish 
they have a superior claim to possession under applicable domestic and/or foreign 
law. 
7. Plaintiffs’ claims against Princeton are barred in whole or in part 
because Princeton has a superior claim to title of the Manuscripts under applicable 
domestic and/or foreign law, and because Plaintiffs cannot establish they have a 
superior claim to title under applicable domestic and/or foreign law. 
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8. Plaintiffs’ claims are barred in whole or in part by the doctrines of 
waiver and/or estoppel.  
9. Plaintiffs’ claims are barred in whole or in part to the extent they 
forfeited or abandoned the at-issue property. 
10. Princeton has adversely possessed the at-issue property. 
11. Plaintiffs’ claims and any alleged damages were caused by the 
actions of third persons. 
12. Plaintiffs’ claims and any alleged damages are barred in whole or in 
part to the extent the evidence shows the same to have been the result of 
Princeton’s actions which were performed in good faith.  
13. Plaintiffs failed to mitigate damages and Princeton expressly denies 
that Plaintiffs are entitled to any damages. 
14. Plaintiffs’ claims are barred in whole or in part due to consent and/or 
agreement and/or authorization. 
15. Plaintiffs’ claims are barred in whole or in part for failure to make a 
demand.  
16. Plaintiffs’ claims may be barred in whole or in part based on the 
unclean hands doctrine. 
17. Plaintiffs’ claims are barred in whole or in part by preemption. 
18. Plaintiffs’ claims are barred, in whole or in part, by the foreign affairs 
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doctrine. 
19. Plaintiffs’ claims are barred in whole or in part by the political 
question doctrine. 
20. The Complaint is barred by any other matter constituting an 
avoidance or affirmative defense of Princeton and Princeton reserves the right to 
assert the same. 
WHEREFORE, Princeton prays as follows: 
1. That the Court dismiss the Complaint with prejudice; 
2. That Princeton be awarded its costs expended in defending this 
litigation, including, but not limited to, reasonable attorneys’ fees, expert 
witness fees, investigation costs, discovery costs, and court fees;  
3. That the Court declare that Princeton is the owner of the Manuscripts 
and has superior title and exclusive right to possession of the 
Manuscripts; and 
4. For such other and further relief whether in law or equity as this Court 
may deem appropriate.  
JURY DEMAND 
Princeton requests a jury trial for all claims so triable. 
/// 
/// 
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Dated: February 22, 2019   
By: /s/  Linda Wong   
      Linda Wong  
      WONG FLEMING 
     821 Alexander Road, Suite 200 
     Princeton, New Jersey 08543 
     Telephone: (609) 951-9520 
     Facsimile:  (609) 951-0270 
     lwong@wongfleming.com 
 
 
     HAHN LOESER & PARKS LLP 
     Stephen J. Knerly, Esq. (pro hac vice) 
     Steven A. Goldfarb, Esq. (pro hac vice) 
     200 Public Square, Suite 2800 
     Cleveland, OH 44114 
     Telephone: (216) 621-0150 
     Facsimile:  (216) 241-2824 
     sag@hahnlaw.com 
     sjk@hahnlaw.com  
                                       
     Attorneys for Defendant, The Trustees  
of Princeton University, incorrectly 
referenced in the Complaint as “Princeton 
University”  
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 VERIFICATION PURSUANT TO LOCAL CIVIL RULE 11.2 
The undersigned, Linda Wong, hereby certifies pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746 
that the matter in controversy is not the subject of any other action pending in any 
court or the subject of any pending arbitration or administrative proceeding. 
 I certify under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. 
 
 
Dated: February 22, 2019                 /s/  Linda Wong   
                     Linda Wong  
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